3 (Tsang 2007 ; elegantly restated by Bellwood 2011) . Further south in ISEA, related cultures occur only from less than 4000 years ago (Spriggs 2007: 108-9) . Again, the primacy of Taiwan is clear. single AN-speaking Neolithic spread (2005b: 6; 2006: 63, fn. 2) . His views on this have recently ameliorated and he now "leaves this option open", citing the suggestive parallels between rice-chaff tempered pottery from sites such as An Son in southern Vietnam and sites in western Borneo such as Gua Sireh (Bellwood 2011) .
5.
The Neolithic spread from Taiwan to the northern Philippines, thence to the Mariana Islands in Micronesia about 3500 BP, and from there had a major effect (presumably via direct migration) on the genesis of the Lapita culture in the Bismarck
Archipelago to the northeast of the island of New Guinea. Bellwood (2011) 
6.
Denial there is any Neolithic cultural "package" which spread across ISEA at all.
This idea has recently been argued by archaeologists such as David Bulbeck (2008) , Tim Denham (2004) and Sue O'Connor (Szabo and O'Connor 2004; Connor 2006) .
7.
What might be termed the "It's not about agriculture (stupid)!" school which, following the ideas of Julian Thomas adumbrated above for the Neolithic of Britain, suggest that "Neolithization" -the spread of a cultural complex or "package" -can be usefully decoupled from a discussion of the spread of agriculture in the region (Spriggs 2003 .
<H1>Problems of Forging a New Consensus
It has proved very difficult to judge between these very different views. Almost everyone involved would agree there are major problems with the conventional model, however, there is no consensus on what will replace it. The problems in reaching such a consensus include:
1. Many of the alternatives are based on a very-outmoded argument between migrationism and diffusionism as explanatory theories, the latter now more acceptably glossed as general "interaction". There is a need to develop more sophisticated models.
2.
At an early stage of archaeological research anywhere, interpretations are likely to be fluid and underdetermined by the data at hand. 6 3.
A lot of early interpretations were based on cave and rockshelter excavations.
These were not primary Neolithic habitation sites and so may not provide the data we want.Unrecognized stratigraphic disturbance has also created major problems of interpretation at many sites. The Neolithic transition in these caves cannot usually be closely dated.
4.
Linked to this problem, and perhaps the most crucial of the lacunae that we face, is occupied in the 2-300 years between about 3000 and 2800 / 2700 BP (Anderson et al. 2001; Bedford and Sand 2007: 9-10 ). Village sites constitute over 90% of known Lapita sites across its entire range in Near and Remote Oceania.
5.
There are enormous problems in getting reliable associations between artifact types and radiocarbon dates. All radiocarbon dates prior to the 1970s need to be treated with suspicion. Early attempts at dating human and animal bone prior to the late 1990s need to be rejected because of inadequate pretreatment protocols (Petchey 1997) . Many charcoal determinations have until recently still been run on bulk samples of unidentified species with unknown inbuilt age. Early series dates from the Gakushuin Laboratory in Japan prior to about Gak-5000 need to be rejected as inaccurate, perhaps to do with use of an unstable modern standard (Spriggs and Anderson 1993: 207) . The main problem, however, is one alluded to before: unrecognized site disturbance provides false associations between early radiocarbon dates and the materials they are being used to date: pigs and other domestic animals, plants such as rice, pottery as proxy for Neolithic spread, and the beginnings of metal use in the region (Spriggs 2001 (Spriggs , 2003 .
6.
Until recently, there has been little work on identifying plant remains and domestic fauna in ISEA Neolithic sites, so any discussion of the nature of the agricultural system and its spread has been unable to progress beyond what is essentially informed speculation based on putative crop origin locations. Bellwood (2011) has also noted problems in the preservation of particular key plant remains such as rice; phytoliths are found but macro-remains often do not seem to survive in tropical conditions.
<H1>Promising New Developments
Several recent developments suggest that we may be able to advance beyond the current general confusion: and Western Malayo-Polynesian (WMP) -the latter accepted long ago as not a subgroup as such but, rather, a residual category of languages that don't belong to the other defined subgroups (Blust 1999) . CEMP split into Central Malayo-Polynesian (CMP) -now seen as another residual category rather than an innovation-defined subgroup (Ross 2008: 176) -and Eastern Malayo-Polynesian (EMP), with EMP then splitting into South Halmahera-West New Guinea (SHWNG) and Oceanic (Oc), these last two being wellestablished innovation-defined subgroups. The development of Oc was the result of a movement east along the north coast of New Guinea to the Bismarck Archipelago.
Blust's model reigned almost supreme during the 1970s to 1990s, but has come under increasing attack in the new millennium (Donohue and Grimes 2008; Klamer et al. 2008; Donohue and Denham 2010) . Figure 10 .1B presents Mark Donohue's current view.
Archaeologists have something to contribute here; they have used the spread of the ISEA Neolithic as a proxy for AN language spread, justified at length by Andrew Pawley (2002) and Malcolm Ross (2008 Sulawesi and East Timor (Glover 1979 (Glover , 1986 cf. Spriggs et al. 2011 for earlier results). The application of geochemical analyses to ISEA jade artifacts has produced equally significant results (Hung Hsiao-Chun et al. 2007 ). This included the identification of Taiwanese nephrite in Neolithic sites in the Philippines, the first direct and incontrovertible links between these two island groups. Indonesia represents (Cox et al. 2010) . It could also mark the border between two expanding mid-Holocene cultural and economic systems, one Papuan-speaking and patrilocal, the other Austronesian and matrilocal (Cox et al. 2010 (Cox et al. : 1594 It is highly likely that two Neolithics, one derived proximately from the Malay Peninsula and the other from Taiwan, are complicating the picture in ISEA; indeed, as noted above,
we need to add a third: that deriving from New Guinea. The Neolithic of Sumatra and
Western Java is not as yet well-dated but the dominance of paddle-impressed pottery in many assemblages certainly makes it look as if it derives from Mainland Southeast Asia.
The assemblages from western Borneo at sites such as Niah and Gua Sireh have an equally mainland feel to them (Bellwood 1997) . That the origin of the Pacific clade of pigs is different from early pigs in the Philippines and suggests a mainland ISEA source, perhaps spreading via Sumatra and Java, provides suggestive new evidence in this regard (Larson et al. 2007) .
A Neolithic spread from northern Luzon to the Marianas seems well-established, but a further spread from the latter archipelago directly to the initial Lapita sites in the Bismarck Archipelago seems geographically most unlikely in the absence of a trail across Micronesia, and is contradicted by what looks to be a more convincing trail of Lapita motifs and decorative technique down through Sulawesi and central Maluku . In terms of the distribution of domesticated animals, largely lacking in the Marianas throughout its cultural sequence but present in the earliest Lapita sites, a
Marianas origin for Lapita seems equally unlikely. It is not at all clear how it can be justified linguistically either as the linguistic trail follows a similar route to that of the artifacts. The only evidence provided in support of this route is a putative similarity in pottery decoration (Bellwood 2011: fig. 3 ). But this is surely better explained by the fact that the decorative systems of the Marianas and Lapita both derive ancestrally from that of northern Luzon.
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The denial that there is any such thing as a Neolithic package in ISEA seems to stem from unrealistic expectations that such a package should contain all the artifacts at all the sites, and leads to an ill-conceived refutation of its existence when these unrealistic expectations are not met at every site. It also comes from a lack of theorization of the processes involved in this Neolithic expansion, clearly part colonization and part local recruitment. We would expect the package to change as it spread, with leapfrogging colonization creating continual local variation, and back-migration or connections to homelands sometimes smoothing over differences that arose. Decorative motifs are equally "slippery", moving from media to media as new demands and challenges arose:
the Lapita "double face", discussed above, is a prime example.
The idea that the spread of the ISEA Neolithic is not primarily about agriculture is one that I believe is worthy of further consideration. The New Guinea suite of root and tree crops may have spread into eastern ISEA considerably before the Neolithic cultural But what we do know is that a package of new technologies and new artifact types spread along with AN languages across the region and out into the Pacific very rapidly during the 2nd millennium BC. As Julian Thomas (1997) has argued that for Britain, that package was the Neolithic rather than any putative agricultural spread that may or may have accompanied it. Agriculture may well be a necessary but not a sufficient condition to explain the spread of Neolithic culture through the region, not least because the pace of spread is so rapid.
Yes, there was migration out of Taiwan, the genetic signal of which is clearly present. Yes, there was mass recruitment of people from populations already present in ISEA and Near
Oceania as the Neolithic expanded. Yes, artifacts and practices were integrated from already-resident groups, and others were discarded. New ideas were brought into being as unexpected human and environmental situations were encountered.
A very useful concept, Helle Vandkilde's (2007) 
